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	Greenbank  Marsh Restoration Issues Assessment
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List all related projects previously funded or reviewed by RCO:
	Project # or Name
	Status
	Status of Prior Phase Deliverables and Relationship to Current Proposal?

	None
	Choose a status 
	

	
	Choose a status 
	

	
	Choose a status 
	


If previous project was not funded, describe how the current proposal differs from the original.
Please respond to each question individually. Do not summarize your answers collectively in essay format. Local citizen and technical advisory groups will use this information to evaluate your project. Limit your response to ten pages (single-sided). You may delete the italicized portion of the questions and inapplicable supplemental questions to shorten the proposal.
RCO Manual 18, Salmon Recovery Grants section and appendix references are available at www.rco.wa.gov/doc_pages/manuals_by_number.shtml.
Submit this proposal as a PRISM attachment titled “Project Proposal.”
NOTE: Sponsors of barrier inventory projects should NOT fill out this proposal. They instead should use the Barrier Inventory Project Proposal.
Project Location. Please describe the geographic location, water bodies, and the location of the project in the watershed, i.e. nearshore, tributary, main stem, off-channel, etc.
The project site is the roughly 20-acre brackish lagoon and freshwater wetland system known as Greenbank Marsh, located near the community of Greenbank in central Whidbey Island.  The Island County Salmon Recovery Plan (“WRIA 6 Recovery Plan”) classifies the site as lying in “Geographic Area 2.” A site map is attached in the PRISM file.
Brief Project Summary. Summarize your project in a few sentences. Please be brief, you will be asked for details in the following questions.
The project will evaluate specific land use issues and site physical conditions that are fundamental to the design and eventual implementation of measures to restore tidal connectivity and nearshore ecological functions at the large, isolated Greenbank Marsh system.  Following up on a preliminary, conceptual-level engineering feasibility study that was completed by WICD in 2013 (attached), the present proposal will focus on clarifying the site hydrology and the legal obligations of local government and property owners to use and maintain the site’s existing drainage infrastructure.  Recognizing the importance of the community engagement and community support goals of the WRIA 6 Recovery Plan, the sponsor believes that improving drainage is the critical issue that can potentially leverage support for habitat restoration efforts in a local context where neighborhood resistance has thwarted previous WRIA 6 nearshore restoration projects. 
Problems Statement. Please describe the problems your project seeks to address by answering the following questions.
0. Describe the problem including the source and scale. Describe the site and watershed conditions. Describe how the conditions impact salmon populations. Include current and historic factors important to understanding the problem.
The 1888 T-Sheet (attached in PRISM file) shows an extensive salt marsh/lagoon system occupying the project area.  Since 1888, various development activities have isolated the marsh from daily tidal connection with Holmes Harbor, creating conditions that no longer support rearing habitat for juvenile salmonids and other nearshore ecological functions.  In particular, filling for the construction of North Bluff Road, residential and recreational development along the beach front and routing of the drainage from the marsh’s catchment area through a tide-gated outfall has blocked fish access into the marsh and resulted in its gradual succession to cattail-dominated freshwater wetland.
As the capability of the marsh system to provide natural coastal wetland functions has declined, the demand on the system’s drainage capacity has increased.  All drainage from the approximately 480-acre catchment area is eventually routed to a deteriorating tidegate and 30” diameter stormwater outfall located at the outlet of the relict “lagoon” on the property of the Greenbank Beach and Boat Club, Inc. (GBBC).  The site plans in the attached 2013 feasibility study show the locations of these features.  GBBC acquired the drainage infrastructure in the 1960s when the Holmes Harbor Estates (HHE) subdivision was initially developed.[footnoteRef:1] Since then, development of surrounding residential property and the large “Greenbank Farm” multi-use complex, as well as upgrades to the local county road network have resulted in increased runoff flows to GBBC’s deteriorating tidegate and outfall.  Inadequate drainage has already led to disputes among local residents, and this situation is expected to worsen under the pressure of increased development and predicted sea level rise.  [1:  GBBC is a charitable corporation incorporated by the HHE homeowners association for providing private recreational beach access to its members.] 

0. List the fish resources present at the site and targeted by your project.
	Species
	Life History Present (egg, juvenile, adult)
	Current Population Trend (decline, stable, rising)
	Endangered Species Act Coverage (Y/N)

	Puget Sound Chinook
	Juvenile rearing
	declining
	Yes

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


0. Describe the limiting factors, and limiting life stages (by fish species) that your project expects to address.
As described in the WRIA 6 Recovery Plan, the primary limiting factor that this proposal addresses is human impacts on physical processes, in  particular “altered tidal exchange due to existing or new shoreline modifications (filled wetlands and dredged channels) and tide control structures (dikes, tidegates, wetland and stream outlets confined to culvert outfalls).” (p. 38).  Loss of nearshore rearing habitat for juvenile Chinook migrating out the Skagit, Stillaguamish and Snohomish rivers is a key limiting factor identified not only in the WRIA 6 plan but in the recovery plans of the respective mainland rivers as well.  Further discussion on salmon utilization of the project area is provided in the “Response to Site Visit Comments” section, below.
Project Goals and Objectives. When answering the questions below please refer to Chapter 4 of the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s “Stream Habitat Restoration Guidelines” for more information on goals and objectives.
0. What are your project’s goals? The goal of your project should be to remedy observed problems, ideally by addressing the problems’ root causes. Your goal statements should articulate desired outcomes (your vision for desired future condition) and what species, life stages, and time of year (if pertinent) will benefit from those outcomes.
The project’s immediate goal is to create opportunities for leveraging support for future habitat restoration measures at Greenbank Marsh among local government and property owners.  The ultimate goal is to increase juvenile Chinook rearing habitat capacity along the eastern shoreline of Whidbey Island.  A secondary goal, of course, is to improve the future drainage situation at the site for all parties concerned.  
0. What are your project’s objectives? Objectives support and refine your goals, breaking them down into smaller steps. Objectives are specific, quantifiable actions your project will complete to achieve your stated goal. Each objective should be “SMART:” Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and Time-bound.
The project’s immediate objectives are 1) to clarify the legal rights and obligations of all parties who currently use the drainage infrastructure on the GBBC property, 2) evaluate current and future hydrology and coastal hydraulics with regard to planning improvements to drainage and reestablishment of nearshore habitat-forming processes, 3) identify and address stakeholders’ concerns about future drainage, beach access and habitat restoration measures and 4) convince them of the benefit of cooperating to implement a subsequent plan for addressing these. 
The project’s ultimate objectives are to 1) reestablish a sufficient degree of tidal processes and fish access into the 20-acre Greenbank Marsh ecological system to provide functional juvenile Chinook rearing habitat and 2) reduce the potential for future disputes among local government and property owners over utilization of the local drainage system.
0. What are the assumptions and constraints that could impact whether you achieve your objectives? Assumptions and constraints are external conditions that are not under the direct control of the project, but directly impact the project’s outcome. How will you address these issues if they arise?
The main assumption underlying the project is that by demonstrating a tangible benefit to local property owners in the form of improved and legally-secure drainage capacity, the property owners will accept concomitant habitat restoration measures. WICD’s experience with the discouraging track record of implementing nearshore salmon habitat restoration projects in WRIA 6 suggests that the motivation for change must be based on appealing to landowners’ self-interest rather than on altruistic interest in recovering ESA-listed salmon.  Thus the main issue that this project will examine is how much benefit to landowners’ self-interest is needed in order to convince them of the benefit of accepting habitat restoration measures. 
Project Details. Please answer the questions below and all pertinent supplemental questions at the end of the application form.
0. Provide a narrative description of your proposed project. Describe the specific project elements and explain how they will lead to your project’s objectives. For assessment projects, describe your design and methodology.
The proposed assessment will address five issues that must be resolved in order to move forward with habitat restoration measures at the project site.  The first project element is to work with a land use attorney to clarify the legal rights and obligations of all parties who currently use the drainage infrastructure on GBBC’s property, and then develop a legal strategy that both assures future drainage capacity and leverages opportunities for achieving the habitat restoration objectives.  
The second project element is to work with a consulting engineering firm to refine and expand the conclusions of WICD’s preliminary hydrology assessment of the Greenbank Marsh catchment area in order to verify the capacity of the existing system, determine the flow quantities generated on the various stakeholders’ properties, and estimate future drainage capacity under various restoration scenarios and sea-level rise projections.  Conclusions from the legal assessment (Project Element #1) will inform the development of future “what if” scenarios.
The third project element is to carry out a stakeholder outreach program to gain input on the interests of the various stakeholders who would be affected by a restoration project and to lay the groundwork for addressing those interests in a subsequent design phase of the project.  WICD has learned that it is important to “flush out” opposing viewpoints and interests as early as possible in the planning process, rather than after considerable effort and expense has been expended in developing engineering designs.
The fourth project element is to conduct various baseline characterization studies focusing on key site characteristics that will drive the restoration project design.  These studies will include determining an accurate tidal datum, characterizing sediment transport dynamics along the beach, characterizing basic hydrogeology conditions, and doing “reconnaissance level” wetland and cultural resource surveys.  Relevant details of the proposed studies are provided in the “Response to Site Visit Comment” section, below.
The final project element will be to carry out additional conceptual-level engineering design tasks to supplement WICD’s 2013 preliminary engineering feasibility study.  The conceptual design tasks will address and incorporate the results of the previous four project elements.  Deliverables from this project element will meet the requirements of Manual 18, Appendix D-1.  
0. Provide a scope of work. Provide a detailed description of the proposed project tasks, who will be responsible for each, what the project deliverables will be, and a schedule for accomplishing them.
Scope of Work
	
Task
	
By
	
Description
	
Deliverables
	Schedule

	
	
	
	
	2016
	2017

	
	
	
	
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q1
	Q2

	1. Grant and Project Management
	WICD
	Grant reporting, managing project tasks, contracting consultants, etc.
	PRISM reports, contracts
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Project Financial Administration
	WICD
	Bookkeeping, invoicing RCO for reimbursements, paying consultants, etc.
	All financials
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Stakeholder Outreach and Consultation
	WICD, GBBC
	Plan and carryout a program of outreach and consultation activities with stakeholders for purpose of soliciting input, identifying opposition and building support for restoration. 
	Mailers, meetings and hiring a graphic designer to upgrade HHE’s website and make illustrations of project issues   
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Legal Evaluation
	Contracted attorney, WICD, title company
	Research title and do legal evaluation to clarify rights and responsibilities of HHE, Island County, Port of Coupeville and North Bluff Road neighbors for using and maintaining GBBC’s drainage infrastructure.
	Legal opinion and strategy for leveraging cooperation and support among the affected parties
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Baseline Characterization
	

	Reference site evaluation
	WICD
	Field observations of “reference” sites that have ecological and geomorphic conditions that are analogous to Greenbank Marsh.
	A memo summarizing conclusions and how to address them into the restoration design
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hydrogeology study
	Contracted driller and WICD
	Install two monitoring wells and deploy water level and salinity loggers to begin a long-term characterization of baseline hydrogeology conditions
	A memo summarizing conclusions and how to address them in the restoration design
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Shoreline drift study
	WICD
	Carry out simple field studies to characterize the dynamics of sediment transport along the beach front. 
	A memo summarizing conclusions and how to address them in the restoration design 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Elevation control survey
	Contracted surveyor, WICD
	Establish accurate elevation control points at relevant locations in the project area.  Determine a tidal datum using NOAA protocols.
	Data for use in the restoration design and for subsequent detailed surveying
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Wetland reconnaissance
	Contracted consultant
	Do a “reconnaissance-level” evaluation of wetland conditions and other relevant ecological conditions, including plant and animal species of concern.
	Data for use in restoration design and a report for subsequent permit applications
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cultural resources reconnaissance
	Contracted consultant
	Do a “reconnaissance-level” cultural resource survey of the project area.
	Data for use in restoration design and a report for permit applications
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Preliminary Engineering
	

	Literature review
	WICD
	Review existing engineering studies of selected SRFB nearshore restoration designs for technical insights on coastal hydraulics and hydrogeology.
	Technical insights for informing the baseline study and the restoration design
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hydrology evaluation
	Contracted consultant
	Review and refine WICD’s 2013 hydrology study to evaluate baseline flood risk and change in flood risk under restoration scenarios and sea level rise. 
	Model outputs, a memo of the conclusions and a plan for leveraging them to gain stakeholder support
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conceptual design development 
	WICD
	Re-evaluate WICD’s 2013 conceptual alternatives to incorporate insights from Tasks 5 and 6.  Develop one or more new conceptual alternatives as may be warranted. 
	Engineered drawings of new conceptual alternatives and update the 2013 feasibility study.
	
	
	
	
	
	


0. Explain how you determined your cost estimates. Please attach a detailed budget for completing the scope of work. 
A detailed budget is attached in the PRISM file.  The basis of this budget is WICD’s experience with previous SRFB-funded assessments.  
0. How have lessons learned from completed projects or monitoring studies informed your project? 
Item 6.A., below, elaborates on the technical foundation that various previous SRFB-funded nearshore habitat restoration assessments provide for the proposed project.  In its past experience with salmon recovery projects in WRIA 6 though, WICD has found that community outreach and community acceptance challenges are more fundamental for project success than the technical challenges.  In this vein, the “lessons learned” that inform our proposed project approach are: 1) it is essential to identify and understand sources and reasons for opposition to the project at the outset, 2) to address them in a factual, easily understandable and visually-attractive manner and 3) to convince private property owners that the proposed restoration activities can add to their property values, rather than detract from them.  WICD believes that the key to eventual implementation of habitat restoration measures at Greenbank Marsh is to assure local property owners that the measures will provide a legally secure, hydraulically-adequate drainage system that will ultimately improve their property values, while assuring GBBC members continued use of their beach and boat ramp.  
If your project includes an assessment or inventory (NOTE project may extend across a wide area and cover multiple properties).
0. Describe any previous or ongoing assessment or inventory work in your project’s geographic area and how this project will build upon, rather than duplicate, the completed work.
The baseline characterization and conceptual engineering elements of the project will draw on the technical foundation of a large corpus of previously-funded SRFB nearshore restoration assessments.  For example, the coastal sediment transport assessment will draw on work done for the Swan Lake (#11-1297), Dugualla Lagoon (#11-1290) and Willow Creek Marsh (#13-1107) design studies, among others.  The coastal hydrogeology assessment will draw from the work at Dugualla Lagoon, Fir Island Farms (#09-1444 and #12-1205) and Leque Island (#04-1651).  The first task of the project’s engineering element will be to do a literature review of these and other relevant SRFB engineering studies to apply their analyses to the situation at Greenbank Marsh.  Finally, we hope to also share ideas regarding public outreach and engagement with Island County DNR’s proposed Iverson Preserve Stakeholder Integration Project (#15-1049).
If your project includes developing a design:
0. Will your project be designed by a licensed professional engineer?
No
11. If not, please describe the qualifications of your design team.
WICD’s engineering program will complete the conceptual engineering design element of the project, but the project scope does not include development of final, stamped designs.
Will you apply for permits as part of this project’s scope?
No
0. If not, please explain why and when you will submit permits.
The wetlands and cultural resources reconnaissance tasks of the baseline characterization project element are intended to provide data for subsequent local, state and federal permitting efforts, but actual preparation and submittal of permit applications will need to wait until GBBC and other stakeholders agree on the design of a preferred alternative, pending the outcome of this present proposal.
If your project includes a fish passage or screening design:
0. Has your project received a Priority Index (PI) or Screening Priority Index (SPI) number? If so, provide the number and describe how it was generated. 
Fish passage between Holmes Harbor and Greenbank Marsh will be a major element of subsequent habitat restoration design alternatives, but it is not the focus of the present assessment. No PI number has been calculated for habitat upstream of GBBC’s existing tidegate, but the coastal marsh/pocket estuary habitat is characterized as a “high priority” in the WRIA 6 Recovery Plan. 
0. For fish passage design projects:
N. A.  No specific design is currently proposed.
Context within the Local Recovery Plan.
0. Discuss how this project fits within your regional recovery plan and/or local lead entity’s strategy to restore or protect salmonid habitat (i.e., addresses a priority action, occurs in a priority area, or targets a priority fish species).
Within the context of the WRIA 6 Recovery Plan, the proposed project addresses a “high priority” ecosystem process and a “high priority” habitat within “medium priority” Geographic Area 2.  The ecosystem process (p. 28) refers to restoring physical habitat-forming processes by reconnecting Greenbank Marsh with tidal exchange from Holmes Harbor.  Marshes and pocket estuaries are classified among the highest priority habitats in the plan (p. 34).
The project approach targets two of the four goals of the WRIA 6 Recovery Plan and its Ten Year Implementation Plan.  These are: 
Goal 1: “Achieve a net increase in salmon habitat through protection, enhancement, and restoration of naturally-functioning ecosystems that support self-sustaining salmon populations...”
Objective 3: “Restore critical rearing habitats for forage fish and salmon.”

Goal 3:   “Engage an informed community in identifying, protecting, enhancing, and restoring salmon-supporting ecosystem processes and habitats.”
Objective 3: Increase community participation in, and commitment to, salmon recovery activities.
0. Explain why it is important to do this project now instead of later. (Consider its sequence relative to other needs in the watershed and the current level and imminence of risk to habitat).
Greenbank Marsh was identified as an area of interest for salmon habitat restoration activities a decade ago when Skagit River System Cooperative asked GBBC for permission to do a feasibility study there as part of a Skagit Bay-wide pocket estuary planning effort.  At the time some GBBC members vehemently objected to the idea.  Subsequently WICD has been working quietly with GBBC to address its board of director’s concerns about drainage infrastructure and the potential for ecological enhancement of its property.  Only in the past few months has GBBC’s board agreed to the step of applying for a SRFB grant to fund an investigation of opportunities to achieve both of these interests.  GBBC and WICD are in no rush to complete this investigation, but considering that presently there seems to be a lull in nearshore restoration initiatives in WRIA 6, the time seems ripe to start a step-by-step, considered process on GBBC’s own terms. 
0. If your project is a part of a larger overall project or strategy, describe the goal of the overall strategy, explain individual sequencing steps, and which of these steps is included in this application for funding. Attach a map in PRISM that illustrates how this project fits into the strategy, if relevant.
At the present time, GBBC and WICD view the project as a stand-alone assessment. If the results turn out to be favorable for leveraging broader community support, we hope that it will lead to subsequent detailed design and implementation phases.
Project Proponents and Partners. Please answer the following questions about your organization and others involved in the project.
0. Describe your experience managing this type of project. Please describe other projects where you have successfully used a similar approach.
WICD has participated in several nearshore habitat restoration projects on Whidbey Island over the past decade.  Some, like the Crescent Harbor Salt Marsh reconnection, the Maxwelton Creek tidegate replacement and the Cornet Bay bulkhead removal projects, were successfully implemented.  Others, like the Dugualla Lagoon and Livingston Bay projects, were not.  We have concluded that the most important factor for success is to demonstrate to the project site owners and their neighbors/constituents that the restoration measures will improve the value of the project site and surrounding properties, irrespective of the altruistic benefit derived from helping to recover ESA-listed salmon. This accordingly is the approach of the present proposal.  
0. List all landowner names. If your project will occur on land not owned by your organization, attach a Landowner Acknowledgement Form in PRISM from each landowner acknowledging that his/her property is proposed for SRFB funding consideration. Multi-site acquisition projects need only attach a Landowner Acknowledgement Form for priority parcels.
The majority of the land in the project site is owned by the Greenbank Beach and Boat Club, Inc.   GBBC’s landowner acknowledgement form is attached.  The western third of Greenbank Marsh, including the Greenbank Farm stormwater detention pond, is owned by the Port of Coupeville.  Island County owns the North Bluff Road right of way, which intersects the site.  Washington Dept. of Natural Resources administers the state-owned aquatic land on which GBBC’s boat ramp and stormwater outfall are located.
0. List project partners and their roles and contributions to the project. Attach a Partner Contribution Form (Manual 18, Appendix G) from each partner in PRISM. Refer to Manual 18, Section 3 for when this is required.
At the present time, WICD has not formally requested other project partners.  We have been working with GBBC’s board of directors for the past two years on planning this project, but because there is not yet a unity of opinion among the board members, GBBC has not asked to be a formal partner.  We have also maintained contact with Island County DPW Surface Water Management division about the ongoing drainage issue.  Because of differing opinions among GBBC members, we feel it would be counterproductive at this time to complicate our working relationship by inviting local government, tribal or NGO organizations to partner on this project.  The project will, however, target outreach activities towards these parties to seek their input.
0. Stakeholder Outreach. Discuss whether this project has any opposition or barriers to completion besides funding. Describe your public outreach and feedback you have received. Are there any public safety concerns with the project? How will you address those concerns?
WICD and GBBC anticipate that opposition from some members and neighbors concerned about their property values, which has thwarted similar previous nearshore restoration projects in WRIA 6, will arise during the proposed project. Project Element No. 3, the Stakeholder Outreach program, is designed to investigate the community sentiments and then to integrate with Project Elements No. 1 and No. 2 to address them.  In January, 2015 GBBC mailed a survey to its members to gauge support for the project concept, and to date it has received favorable responses from approximately 70% of the respondents.  It also received some unfavorable responses. When completed, the survey results will provide a basis for designing the Stakeholder Outreach program.  Other outreach efforts will include meeting with Island County DPW, neighbors who are not members of GBBC, Greenbank Farm and the state fisheries co-managers for their input on project objectives and eventual implementation plans. 


Supplemental Questions
Acquisition Project Supplemental Questions
(Not applicable)
Comments
Use this section to respond to the comments you will receive after your initial site visits and after you submit your final application.
Response to Site Visit Comments
Please describe how you’ve responded to the review panel’s initial site visit comments. We recommend that you list each of the review panel’s comments and questions and identify how you have responded. You also may use this space to respond directly to their comments.

Comment 1: Additional information on salmonid utilization of the project area.
The sponsor is not aware of any systematic study of Chinook salmon utilization of the Greenbank Marsh system, but the general morphology and ecology of the site generally match that of other pocket estuary systems in the Whidbey Basin.  Abundant research by Skagit River System Cooperative on pocket estuaries and, more recently, small non-natal streams (e.g. Juvenile Chinook Salmon Rearing in Small Non-Natal Streams Draining into the Whidbey Basin, Beamer, Zackey et al., 2013) confirms the value of these systems for Chinook rearing habitat.  The WRIA 6 Multi-Species Recovery Plan identifies eelgrass presence offshore at the project site and the recent Northwest Straits Commission “Sound IQ” maps identify the project site as having “high suitability” for forage fish spawning.

The “impoundment” on the adjacent Greenbank Farm parcel is a stormwater detention pond.  It is unknown whether or not fish have been planted in this pond, but we would not anticipate connecting this feature to the marsh system as part of any habitat restoration plan.

Comment 2: Detailed scope of baseline characterization studies.
We anticipate that the cultural resource reconnaissance study will consist of hiring a consultant to do a literature review and limited field testing of the project area to evaluate it for the potential presence of significant cultural features.  The budget for this task is $6,000, based on our experience with similar studies.
Our proposed evaluation of sediment transport dynamics will be a relatively simple effort consisting of a literature review and a field study of pebble transport and beach profile change.  The literature review will evaluate other coastal engineering studies on Whidbey Island (e.g. Swan Lake, Dugualla Lagoon, and the county-wide drift cell inventory by Coastal Geologic Services, Inc.) to draw insights applicable to the Greenbank Marsh site.  The field study will observe movement of marked pebbles along the beach and changes in a surveyed beach profile over the duration of the project.  We will draw insights from these observations to use to develop a scope of work for a more detailed engineering assessment in a subsequent project phase, if warranted.  This task’s budget is about $4,000, consisting solely of in-house staff time.
Comment #3: Scope of sediment transport study.  (See response to #2, above).

Comment #4:  Drainage problems at the project site.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Currently the primary concern about drainage at the project site is occasional flooding of residential beach front properties located east of North Bluff Road immediately south of GBBC’s property.  These parcels drain through GBBC’s (private) tidegate through a county ditch along North Bluff Road.  One objective of the project will be to evaluate GBBC’s legal obligation to provide drainage for these properties and to evaluate engineering methods to improve drainage within the context of restoring habitat forming tidal processes to the marsh on both sides of North Bluff Road.

Comment #5.  Geographical scope of the project.
The scope of the assessment does include improving the hydraulic connection between the fresh water marsh on the west side of North Bluff Road and the remnant salt lagoon on the east side.  Currently it appears that the 30” diameter culvert does not impede stormwater drainage from the marsh to the lagoon, so the focus of the assessment will be improving fish passage and tidal flow in both directions across the road.
Response to Post-Application Comments
Please describe how you’ve responded to the review panel’s post-application comments. We recommend that you list each of the review panel’s comments and questions and identify how you have responded. You also may use this space to respond directly to their comments.
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